Introduction
This book explores the general theme of how people adapt to a new democratic system, concentrating on the citizens of post-communist Europe, who have lived through tremendous political and economic changes over the past two decades. It traces their life experiences and trajectories, from living in communist political and economic systems to adapting to the rapid and sweeping changes of post-communist democracy and market capitalism. In states where the Communist Party dominated for decades with its omnipresent ideology and mechanisms of social control, ordinary people developed strategies for getting by in an economy in which shortages were rampant, and in a political system in which laws and institutions rarely functioned as intended or promised. This book shows how, to what extent, and in what ways these adaptive strategies have persisted in the new post-communist era. More specifically, this book focuses on civil society -conceived of as a crucial part of the public space between the state and the family, and embodied in voluntary organizations -and it seeks to explain why postcommunist civil society is distinctively weak, characterized by low levels of organizational membership and participation by ordinary citizens. The assertion that civil society is weak throughout post-communist Europe demands evidence and explanation. A major task of this book is therefore to present a clear and detailed account of comparative levels of participation in voluntary organizations across a wide set of countries. This "empirical baseline," which introduces original and recent sources of data, provides an empirical foundation to debates that are frequently marred by incomparable data, with conclusions often reduced to hunches and wishful thinking. While the establishment of a broad comparative baseline of organizational membership is essential to this book, its most important and challenging task is to provide a causal explanation to account for the particularly low levels of post-communist civic participation.
post-communist europe
Although the topic, data, theory, and methods of this book are of wider relevance for comparative politics, the specific project focuses on the region of post-communist Europe in order to explain a remarkable pattern of low, perhaps even declining, rates of participation in the voluntary organizations of civil society. These consistently low levels of organizational membership are especially surprising given the well-documented increases in the numbers of existing organizations in the region since the collapse of communism.
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Throughout the book, I refer to "post-communist Europe" as a distinctive and coherent region. The very use of this phrase necessitates a definition of which types of countries are included and a discussion of how the region has been viewed and treated by other scholars. My use of "post-communist Europe" has both a geographic and a substantive component. Geographically, it includes only those countries that are located on the European continent, thereby leaving out non-European post-communist countries in the Caucasus and Central Asia, as well as non-Soviet countries such as China, North Korea, and Cuba. Although I believe that the similarities between European and non-European post-communist countries are probably far greater than most scholars recognize, to include the non-European nations in my analysis would go far beyond the scope of this book, as well as obfuscate its conceptual and thematic focus. Substantively, since I am primarily concerned with the role of civil society in countries that are in the process of democratization -indeed, I argue that civil society requires at least the minimum legal protection afforded it by democratic institutions -I am not referring to countries that were blatantly non-democratic at the time I conducted my research. This distinction is important because, unlike studies that focus on the entire universe of up to 28 post-communist countries in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, 2 it narrows the realm of cases by approximately half, leaving those countries that are generally the most successful in both political and economic terms. In short, my use of the category "the region of post-communist Europe" is meant to encompass those post-communist countries on the European continent that have achieved at least a basic minimum of procedural democracy.
3
Broadly speaking, scholars have looked at the countries of postcommunist Europe in two different ways, emphasizing either the new opportunities of the post-communist present or the lasting effects of the communist past. The first approach, which was especially dominant in the early-to mid-1990s, either assumes or argues explicitly that contemporary political and economic attributes and policies are the most important factors for explaining and predicting cross-national variation. Scholars have emphasized a range of variables, including the "mode of transition," 4 political "crafting,"
5 institutional design, 6 and economic policies and conditions.
7 By focusing on such generic factors, analysts have been able to include post-communist countries in a broader comparative framework, thus treating them as another set of "cases" to which they can extend the theories and arguments developed in studies of Latin American and South European countries.
The second approach, in contrast, accounts for current developments in post-communist countries by emphasizing causal variables that are particular legacies of the communist experience. Many advocates of this approach have criticized the "tabula rasa" element of the first, which they view as ignoring the crucial historical and cultural context of communism. The specific factors of the second approach that scholars choose to emphasize are quite varied; they include the nature and consequences of political opposition and crises,
8 the simultaneity of post-communist political, economic, and (in some cases) even national transitions, 9 the particular institutional design of communist systems, 10 and the attitudinal orientations and behavioral practices 3 I explain and discuss my criteria for selecting countries in much greater detail in Chapter 4. 4 that developed under communism. 11 But the historical emphasis and causal logic are similar, and the common argument is that without an understanding of the communist past, it is difficult to make sense of the post-communist present and future. Perhaps paradoxically, while one might expect the power of legacies to decrease over time, the scholarly attention paid to legacies has actually increased since the collapse of the state socialist system, providing a much-needed correction to the ahistorical approach just discussed.
Although these two contending approaches have been hotly debated,
12
many scholars are increasingly trying to incorporate elements from both.
13
Moreover, scholars from both approaches -whether they emphasize contemporary economic and political variables, or communist-era historical factors -often share the assumption, or reach the conclusion, that there are great differences within the region of post-communist Europe. 14 This new emphasis on post-communist difference is often a direct reaction to the earlier field of Sovietology, which is perceived to have overemphasized the similarities among communist countries. 15 In other words, even scholars who focus on the power of the communist legacy tend to stress that individual communist countries had very different historical experiences, and they generally seek to show how those diverse experiences have contributed to lasting differences in the present.
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This study builds on the perspective and findings from the legacies approach, but it complements it in two crucial respects, and, overall, it suggests a theoretical reconsideration of the question of the relative similarities or differences between the countries of post-communist Europe. First, given the difficulty in compiling comparable data across countries and regions, the studies that stress the differences among post-communist countries often lack a concrete comparative reference point with which to evaluate and compare those differences to those between post-communist and non-postcommunist countries.
17 Yet, without wider comparisons, it is difficult to specify how different a difference is. In contrast, this book incorporates new and wide-ranging sources of data to compare the membership patterns of post-communist citizens to those of people from other regions of the world. While there are of course differences among post-communist countriesthat is, levels of organizational membership are certainly not identical across the region -these differences are relatively minor when seen from a larger comparative perspective.
Second, while the emphasis on the differences among post-communist countries may be appropriate for studies that focus on elites or institutions, the findings of this book point to important, but often overlooked, similarities on the "mass" or societal level. Although the sudden disappearance of communist institutions allowed domestic elites and foreign advisers to create rapidly new political and economic institutions that differed greatly from country to country, societal similarities have been much more resistant to change. In this sense, this study builds upon some of the findings from recent comparative survey research, which has found striking similarities among post-communist countries, particularly with regard to such themes as the importance of freedom from state control and a common mistrust of the organizations of civil society.
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In short, the focus on ordinary citizens, by means of widely comparative data, introduces a new perspective on the coherence of postcommunist Europe as a region, and it thus complements and enhances the currently dominant emphasis on post-communist differences. This is not to deny the existence of many other differences among the countries and societies of the region, but in terms of levels of membership in voluntary organizations, this variation is more accurately viewed as "differences in degree"rather than as "differences in kind." In other words, not only do postcommunist citizens join organizations significantly less often than citizens from other countries and regions of the world, but there is also less variation among post-communist countries than there is between them and non-postcommunist countries, whether "older democracies" or "post-authoritarian" countries, from other regions and continents. I do not mean to suggest that the "degree" versus "kind" distinction applies to all, or even to most, aspects of post-communist transformation. Issues such as the extent, type, and pace of political and economic reforms, the development of political party systems, or the expansion of NATO or the EU are legitimate and important examples of "differences in kind," where the empirical realities are such that it makes sense to stress the important differences within the region. In terms of the societal-level question of membership in voluntary organizations, however -and especially when viewed in a wide, cross-regional perspective -the findings and analysis of this book point to a striking similarity throughout the region of post-communist Europe.
case studies
One way in which I demonstrate this similar pattern of relatively low levels of membership in voluntary organizations in post-communist Europe is by focusing on two case studies, Russia and Eastern Germany. These two cases differ greatly on most contemporary factors that would constitute alternative explanations of variation in levels of participation in voluntary organizations: economic levels are very high in Eastern Germany, but extremely low in Russia; political and legal institutions are very well developed in Eastern Germany, which inherited the well-developed West German system, while the Russian political and legal systems are still very weak and undeveloped; and both societies belong to different cultural and religious "civilizations." The substantial variation between these two cases in these areas provides maximal analytic leverage for explaining the causes of the similarly low levels of civic participation across post-communist Europe.
In addition to these three factors -contemporary economic well-being, political institutions, and civilization -which can be tested systematically using available cross-national data, the dominant perspective on Russian and East German societies views them as being quite different from one another. Leaving aside national stereotypes, Russians are clearly living in a more uncertain environment, where they have to struggle immensely to survive economically, where the political system is characterized by arbitrary decrees and theatrical politics, and where there is still a great fear of the state and the police.
20 East Germans, in contrast, have fewer such direct fears, but they do have to contend with the very visible presence of the West, which they perceive as looking down on them, judging them, and even ridiculing them.
21 Both societies see themselves and their problems as being unique: the East Germans because of the West, since no other postcommunist country has the respective advantages and disadvantages that come along with German unification, and the Russians because of a shared sense of their historical destiny, fate, and culture.
22 Even though during the communist period the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and the Soviet Union were both cited as examples of hard-line communist regimes, most scholars viewed the two societies as being vastly different, particularly given the much higher standard of living in the GDR. A final difference between them involves geography: within the region of post-communist Europe, Eastern Germany and Russia are located at either extreme. Therefore, by comparing these two distant cases, we can also control for geographic placement, a factor that some scholars have identified as being crucial to any understanding of political and economic developments in the region.
23
More specifically, the comparison is compelling in that it allows us to focus on two societies with great theoretical and empirical significance. The case study of Russia is central to any cross-national study of post-communist Europe. It provides an opportunity to examine the origins and the core of the state-socialist system, the country in which its effects were most pronounced, and also in which contemporary post-communist problems are particularly acute. Eastern Germany, in contrast, is the "critical case" to explain, because it is so counterintuitive; having benefited from West German wealth and institutions since unification, the expectation is that it should have a strong and vibrant civil society today. In fact, however, increasingly, many of the studies that compare Eastern and Western Germany have been concluding that the differences between East and West are far greater than initially expected (and hoped). The most striking indicator of this persistent social division is the intermarriage rate. In Berlin -which is, of course, the city with the most interaction between West and East, where people from both sides live and work in close proximity -the intermarriage rate between Easterners and Westerners in 1995 was just 3.4%, a paltry figure when compared to the rate of over 20% between either group and foreigners. 24 By 1998, rather than increasing over time, the intermarriage rate in Berlin actually dropped to under 2.4%. 25 In terms of participation in voluntary associations, most studies show that the gap between West and East remains very large as well.
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Despite the wide structural differences between Eastern Germany and Russia today, the findings of this book point to striking social similarities, and this evidence provides strong support for arguments about the lasting impact of the communist experience. Both populations are undergoing similar societal processes in coping with the legacy of a long experience of living under a rigid communist system, while bitterly accepting the reality of a new political and economic order that many citizens already feel has let them down. And the fact that these two societies -which most people would assume are completely different today, over a decade since the collapse of communism -show such similarities gives strong support for the claim that, at least in terms of membership in voluntary organizations, the differences between post-communist countries are best characterized as differences in degree, not differences in kind. Although more detailed research and analysis still needs to be extended to other countries in post-communist Europe, particularly to those located between Russia and Eastern Germany -both geographically and in terms of competing political, economic, and "civilizational" variables -I argue that the same causal processes apply, in varying ways and to varying degrees, to the rest of the region as well.
the organization of the book
This book examines the theme of participation in voluntary organizations from a number of different perspectives. The sequence of the chapters follows a specific organizational logic. I start by developing the theoretical issues, concepts, and questions that are central to this project. Then I present the crucial empirical results that constitute the dependent variable, or the main puzzle to be explained. And finally, I provide a causal explanation that solves the puzzle, using two very different, but complementary, methodological approaches.
The following two chapters are primarily theoretical and conceptual. In Chapter 2, I present the theoretical framework that guides the rest of the book. After considering two alternative perspectives that emphasize the importance of the state and the economy, I develop an "experiential" approach to societal continuity and change. This theoretical approach focuses on individuals as agents who make choices, and it emphasizes real-life experiences, rather than general attitudes and orientations. I argue that for societal change to occur and to last, a confluence of three factors must take place: first, new institutions must be authoritative and binding; second, they should build upon existing traditions and culture; and third, several decades and generations are needed to change people's habits and acculturation so that the societal change is decisive and enduring.
The communist institutions, established after 1917 in the Soviet Union and after World War II in Eastern Europe, managed to reconfigure and homogenize a diverse population, although certainly not as originally intended. The shortage economy and the Communist Party's ruthless control of the public sphere caused citizens throughout communist Europe to develop adaptive mechanisms of behavior, centered on private networks, that augmented the sharp distinction between the public and private spheres.
27 In contrast, post-communist institutions, in addition to being still quite new and unfamiliar, are based on neo-liberal ideas and institutions that are in many ways antithetical to people's prior experiences and practices and that involve the crucial concepts of individual initiative and self-motivation, which by definition are difficult to impose authoritatively. While, of course, some societal change has certainly taken place, it has not been nearly as overwhelming or decisive as many analysts had expected given the dramatic and rapid change in political and economic institutions after the collapse of communism.
In Chapter 2, I also introduce the three main individual-level causal factors that guide much of the empirical analysis in subsequent chapters: (1) most post-communist citizens still strongly mistrust and avoid organizations, even now that participation is voluntary; (2) many of the private and informal networks that developed under communism -because of the politicization and state control of the public sphere, as well as the shortage economy -still persist today in an altogether new institutional environment, and they serve as a disincentive for many people to join formal organizations; and (3) many post-communist citizens are extremely dissatisfied with the new political and economic system, which has not lived up to their hopes and ideals, and this disappointment has caused them to withdraw even further from public activities. I argue that these three factors, which all involve "experiential" reinterpretations of people's past experiences in light of new institutions and developments, have a strong and mutually reinforcing negative effect on membership and participation in voluntary organizations.
Chapter 3 is primarily a conceptual analysis of civil society, covering its meaning, the role it plays in the process of democratization, and how it can be studied empirically. After alluding to the recent explosion of studies of civil society, which often apply unclear or inconsistent conceptualizations, I start by placing civil society in the context of wider societal relations in a democratic system. Incorporating Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan's five "arenas" of democratization -civil society, political society, economic society, the rule of law, and state bureaucracy -I illustrate and explain the distinctions among them. I distinguish between the rule of law and state bureaucracy, both of which are based on legal-rational institutions and organizing principles, and the three remaining arenas, which consist of organizations and groups of people. I contend that, whereas the groups of political society consist mainly of political elites who are concerned with office-seeking and individual power, and the organizations of economic society include economic elites who are primarily interested in material profit, civil society is the realm of ordinary citizens, who join and participate in organizations based on their own interests, needs, or desires, without directly seeking power or profit -even though they sometimes strive for political influence and often need financial support.
After explaining the main theoretical and analytic differences among political, economic, and civil society, I show that, in reality, they often overlap. For example, political parties include both political elites and mass membership, and labor unions consist of both economic elites and workers. However, despite much overlap, it is the specification of the general differences among civil, political, and economic society that helps us to understand better what civil society is, and what it is not. I continue in Chapter 3 with a discussion of the "virtues" of civil society, focusing on civil society's ability to influence the state and to encourage people to broaden their circles of association, both of which create a more active, participatory, and responsive democracy. Finally, I argue that the most effective way to study civil society empirically, and especially comparatively across countries, is not to count the number of existing or nominally registered organizations, but to focus on the extent of organizational membership and participation by ordinary citizens, which can be measured reasonably accurately by representative surveys.
In Chapter 4, I present the empirical findings that constitute the crucial "baseline," a comparative measure of participation in voluntary organizations across a wide set of countries. The countries are divided into three groups, classified by prior regime type, as either "older democracies," "postauthoritarian," or "post-communist." The data come primarily from the 1995-97 World Values Survey (WVS). The question phrasings are all identical, asking whether or not respondents are members of each of a set of nine voluntary organizations: (1) church or religious organizations, (2) sports or recreational clubs, (3) educational, cultural, or artistic organizations, (4) labor unions, (5) political parties or movements, (6) environmental organizations, (7) professional associations, (8) charity organizations, and (9) any other voluntary organization.
The results show that, with the partial exception of labor unions, participation in voluntary organizations is much lower in post-communist countries than in the older democracies and the post-authoritarian countries. Compared to the two other groups, the post-communist countries are almost exclusively grouped at the lowest levels of organizational membership. Moreover, an analysis of the changes in country rankings from 1990-91 to 1995-97 suggests that levels of membership in post-communist countries have explanatory power. Whether for a pooled sample of Russian and East German respondents or for each sample separately, the inclusion of these specifically post-communist variables greatly improves upon the percentage of variability explained by the socioeconomic factors alone. Overall, this analysis provides strong empirical support for the experiential approach, showing how people's past experiences, and their ongoing reinterpretations of those experiences, can best explain their current behavior.
Chapter 6 seeks to complement the statistical analysis from Chapter 5, by incorporating the findings from 60 in-depth interviews with ordinary East Germans and Russians. In this interpretive analysis, I develop and apply the three main post-communist factors in much greater detail than could be captured by the closed-ended survey questions used in Chapter 5. I show how each of the three factors relates to the life stories of my respondents, as described in their own words. I incorporate many quotations and stories, in order to illustrate the previously demonstrated causal connection between the explanatory factors and my respondents' membership and participation in voluntary organizations. In particular, I compare the responses of, and stories told by, my East German respondents with those of my Russian respondents, pointing out the underlying similarities but also several significant differences. Again, the common theoretical element of the causal factors is the way in which people interpret their prior experiences when making choices about their current behavior. Overall, Chapter 6 provides a much more complete and rich understanding of post-communist citizens and the range of experiences they have lived through, and it helps to explain more thoroughly the distinctively low levels of organizational membership in post-communist Europe today.
Finally, in Chapter 7, I conclude the book by discussing some of its wider implications. I start by evaluating the impact of this book's findings on conceptions of post-communist Europe as a distinctive and coherent region. I argue that scholars have been too quick to emphasize the elite and institutional differences, while dismissing the similarities of the communist experience and its lasting legacy -particularly on the societal level -among countries in the region. I suggest that the establishment of similarly low levels of participation across the region, bolstered by the finding of similar causal factors in two otherwise very different societies, should lead to a reconsideration of the relative similarities and differences among the countries of post-communist Europe.
I then discuss positive and negative interpretations of the effect that low levels of participation in voluntary organizations by post-communist citizens will have on post-communist democracy. I argue that the weakness of civil society is a distinctive and potentially precarious feature of post-communist democracy, but I suggest that -paradoxically -this disengagement may also impede the development of anti-democratic forces with widespread and organized citizen support, as a result of the same legacy of mistrust of all forms of public organization. Although the breakdown or survival of democracy may not be at stake, the quality of post-communist democracy suffers as a result of the weakness of civil society, as post-communist citizens become increasingly alienated from the political process, while simultaneously lacking the institutional leverage that organizations might provide.
I go on to consider the more speculative issue of how the findings of this book might change over time. I focus on the potential effect that either generational change or institutional design could have on the current pattern of non-participation in post-communist societies, and I predict that, for the most part, little substantive change will occur in the near future. Finally, I conclude by addressing the daunting challenge of what can be done to improve the current situation. While current patterns are hardly encouraging, I emphasize the crucial role of the state as the cooperative partner of civil society, and I stress the need to move beyond a neo-liberal dogmatism about institutional "crafting" to a flexible and open-minded approach that is more sensitive and responsive to the history and personal experiences of post-communist citizens.
research
This book is based on several different types and sources of data, and it employs multiple methods in an attempt to provide a causal explanation that is theoretically and empirically convincing. In addition to analysis of existing data and secondary literature, I incorporate the findings from my own empirical research, applying an inductive theoretical approach in conjunction with both quantitative and qualitative methods. The combination of closedended survey data and open-ended interviews allows for an examination of this study's central puzzle using two distinct, but complementary, methods of gathering data, thus helping to corroborate and extend the book's findings.
The statistical analysis involves the testing and ruling out of a series of alternative hypotheses, while demonstrating the explanatory power of the three main theoretical factors that I hypothesize will affect organizational membership. And the interpretive approach adds depth and flesh to the statistical findings; it contributes much more detailed, contextualized, and evocative descriptions of the argument's causal logic.
The use and combination of these two different methodological approaches provides a more rigorous application and test of the book's main theoretical argument about the causal effect of people's prior experiences on their current social behavior. Moreover, this methodological complementarity answers the recent calls from comparativists of all different theoretical and methodological persuasions, who have been urging scholars to incorporate multiple methods in their empirical research.
29 Most importantly, the fact that these two different approaches point to the same results, showing the same strong support for historical and experiential factors, gives even more credence to the argument and findings than could be achieved if only one method had been used.
Overall, this book seeks to provide a description and an appreciation of the complicated lives of communist and now post-communist citizens. Only by understanding how people lived under communism -how they adjusted to the imposing restrictions set by an intrusive state and a dysfunctional economy, and how their relations with friends and acquaintances played a central social role -as well as how people perceive and adapt to the new challenges of post-communism, will scholars and policy makers alike be able to make sense of societal-level developments in the region. This book shows that post-communist citizens are certainly not avid joiners of organizations, but nor are they atomized individuals, bereft of social relations. Rather, they are thoughtful actors who are struggling with the challenges of an extremely disorienting world. It is my hope that this book will help to bring about a more complete and discerning understanding of the past experiences and current behavior of the citizens of post-communist Europe.
